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"“Missouii’s Energy Task Force Report! 


A'‘Comprehensive Look at Fossil Fuels 
_ ~& A Plan for Missouri’s Future. 
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~e Cox inén Holden convetied groups to study 
these i Issues in 2001 and 2003. 


. T he Missouri PSC studied 4 affordability issues es. i 
in. 2004. | 


s “Governor Blunt anon the Miseourt Energy 4 
Task For ce Be Executive Order on December : : 
27, 2005. i oe Ue ee in ee aes 


TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP! ; 


| J eff Davis; Voir of the Public Service 
~ Commission © 


Lieutenant Feranvonier Peter Kinder » 
Speaker of the Hotise Rod Jetton = : 
i President Pro Tem ofthe Senate’Mike Gibwans 


‘Representative Rex Rector, Chairman i the 
House Utilities Committee nan 


4 Senator David Klindt, Chairman of the Sonne 
| Commerce & Environment Committee | 


Fred Ferrell, Director OL ‘Agriculture » 
Doyle Childers, Director of DNR 
a bee mS » Office ¢ py Public Counsel 


The Cliarge nf the Task ite 


° By ae later than August: 31, 2006; ace make a catiten 
recommendations to the Governor on Eye panne 


(1) Cscaitie iecontt S dependence’ on on and” 
Other fossil fuels; 


_ (2) assist Missourians who need help affording the cir 
winter heating bills;. fa, OH 


(3) promote the development of teva tive fuel? 
sources in ways that strengthen the: farm economy — 
mei atte Missouri; ee | | 


CO) encourage. Missouri iitilities to develop and » 
operate electric power generation resources that An 
provide low-cost electricity well into the future. — 
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“Issue #1: Measuring the Extent of 
Missouri’ S Fossil Fuel Consumption” 
x! 80% of Missouri’ : electricity i is s generated using» 
Bios! fuels“ ae. i 
85. 6 %o uses goat as. a ici source: and - 
1a p38. 5. % uses natural gas, and petroleum. ans, F 
Be wAposeintcle 60% of liste homes i in Missouri ns 
are heated by natural gas, ay 


0 T here are. more than 5. 3 million registered. 
“motor vehicles registered i in Missouri: : 


~The Extént of Fossil Fuél Demand: 


Based on sales tax collections, More than 3.2 
billion gallons of gasoline and 1.5 billion gallons 
of diesél fuel were sold in Missouri i in-FY “06. 


/ Missouri coal plants burned more ‘than 45 million 
ee CONS» Of coal 1 38 2004. (sour DOE/EIA 2004 MO: Dalla) ai TAP | 


Missouri consumed more ‘than 260: billion cubic 
: feet (Bcf), of natur al’¢ gas. (source DOFIBIA 2004 MO Data) 


15%: of all natural gas consumed | in Missouri is . 
used Ke) make electricity. 


State of Missouri Annual Electricity Usage 
90,000 
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Source: DOE/EIA MO Data 
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Source: DOE/EIA MO Data 


Where your electricity 
and heat. come-from: 


Missouri's Electric Energy Resources by Fuel Type 
(2004 DOE EIA Data) 


Other Renewables Petroleum(0.2% 


oe Pumped Storage 
Natural Gas(3.3%) 7s, 


—— (0.1% 





Nuclear (8.9% 


Coal (85.6% 





United States — Generation by os 
Total = 3,971 Billion KWh 
Fuel Type: Electric Utility Plants = 63.1% 


Independent Power 
Nuclear Producers & Combined 
| | Heat and Power Plants = 36.9% 
wee 19.9% 


Other 
——~ 0.2% 
Hydroelectric 
6.5/0 


Petroleum 


ey 3.0% 
ae ~——___Other Gases 
0.4% 


Natural (Gas 


Other Renewables 14.9% 


2.9% 


Note: Conventional hydroelectric power and hydroelectric pumped storage facility production minus 
energy used for pumping. Source: DOE/EIA Data 








Commodity Prices Are Rising: 
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Gasoline & DiesekPrices in Missouri 
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Natural Gas — Historical Market Monthly Closmgs @ NYMEX: 


OF /31/2006 C=8.211 +2.107 OF5.960 H=8.260 L=5.470 Mov Avg 3 lines 
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Key to Coal Commodities by Region 

ental Sop alachia: Big SandylK anawha 12,500 Btu, 1.2 IbSO2tmmBtu Powder Fiver Eos sin: S000 Btu, 0.5 [b SO2/mmeBtu 
Blorthern Sopalachia: = Pittsburgh Seam 13,000 Btu, «3.0 bSO2lmmBty Uinta Basin in Cole: 1,700 Btu, 0.8 1b SO2immBtu 
llingis Bassin: 11,800 Btu, 6.0 lb SO2immbBtu 





» Issue. #2: High. Energy. Prices. 
; Hurt Missouri Consumers ‘ 


The Midwest Energy Efficiency Alliance eatiniates 


_ Missourians will spend approximately $11.7 billion 


) years. 


this year for fossil fuels (petroleum, coal and natural | 
| gas). That’ simore than’ $2,000 per person, per year. 


°. Bills. for natural, gas have reeleyne than doubled over r the : 
BEN 7 years due to rising natural gas prices. : 


, enor prices have more than doubled i in less than Bey 


— 


Résearch demonstrates Missourians 2 are € being forced. 
to » make fone choices, ie 
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/ What‘Kind of Trend Are We Seeing, mn MO%s.. .> 
Residential Nattiral: Gas Bills? sea as 
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=. jtacede Gas 5 Company - 5 month Resiclential winter bill before axes 18 rt 3 


ee MO PSC Staff Data 


Average Missouri Residential Customer 5 - Month Winter 
Natural Gas Bill (before taxes) 
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Source: MO PSC Staff Data 


- How.many people aré affected? — 


. .' Approximately 5.8 million n peop a ang 2. 3 million 
A households: in | Missouri. at 


e eo" 1. 8% of ine € population is 1S below the federal 


e ¥More than’ 500, 000 hbascholds at or below 150% 
ofthe federal poverty leyel...A great percentage: Of. 
fives households include the aha disabled. and . 
“a children. 
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What INSS ENC 1s Available for: 
_Low- Income Missourians? _ 


ik ° ‘The federally: funded Lew: ineonte Home dhietey 
A _-*ASsistance: Program (ETHEAP) i is the cornerstone | 
for peleleyare utility assistance-in Missouri. 


° oy ‘The Utilicare Stabilization Fund, when ine 
has provided additional support. | ey ga re 
os The PSE has approved assistance plans ona case- 

omty? -case basis in utility: Fate caségiy’ sg 


WY ag Additional programs are sponsored by various 
-faith- based and non- -governmental agencies. £ 
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LIHEAP Appropriations: Actual vs. Keeping Pace With Inflation 
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HowsMany, M©-Citizens Receive*LIHEAP? 


2004 Energy Assistance in 
Missouri: Applicant, Recipient, 
and Eligible Households 





fH Applicant 
Households 


fm Recipient 
Households 


wm Higible MO 
Households 








< (5% 15% - 101% - 126% - 
100% 125% 150% 


Federal Poverty Guideline Intervals 





2006 LIHEAP Demand » 


° The. St. Louis Metropoligan Ares Saw. an 1 approximate | 
20% i increase in households applying for LIHEAP snetey , 
assistance for the FIRST time, in 2006. ie’ 


: The Kansas Gity Metropolitan Area’ saw an n approximate ; 
32% 7 increase in households applying for Se ea energy : 
: assistance for the FIRST tithe in 2006" ee) 


“Absent timely. distribution of LIHEAP nde: Missouri - 
customers will be left with even higher arrearage heading : 
nile the next heating season. | cee =e: | 


2485 a 


How Dye) Neighboring States Apportion » 
LIHEAP Dollars? 


20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 





What Trade- Oars 1 Byey Witsceitie 5? 
-Low- Income Houséholds Faced 


| ih 2004 study by Roger Grojizeya found that, bf ne, 
~~ A34 Jow-income participants: Oe, 


By 
2 
c 


46% of respondents report that they ‘ ice or 


‘sometimes’ go without food | In; order to Py home oy 


energy bills. Ve ae. : 


45 %e of respondents réport that Pues Mitel r 
-» “sometimes” do-not take medicine, or take a 

| vdecreased: lore of medicine i i order to PE 

- ~~ home energy bills. | 


—— — 
« 


92% had niten fe twice in 1 the past two years. fon 


- had moved.once in the past year and intended wer} 
Tmove again'in the next-year. 7 > | Be ae 


“Issue HS: AVitccentes s Growing Demand , 
oh pe ‘for Enérgy ReSources® 


7 - On an aggregate baste. Missourt s electric bimdeiars 
bam: Ohare Utilities TOUs) have : a peak, demand annual : 
SY owth’ rate of nearly I. 5%. (Gource MO PSC pial Data) 


* Consistent with 1.4% population growth rate and 
| Pp Sa”: -capita usage data. ssomgcer > Census Lyrae bf Sean Pa a is ‘8 


Be ¢ In some portions of the State ists ottecied ee, 
3 fate is higher Springgisld, Branson and south of 
Kansas City). _ : : 


—— 


z Generally fatural gas iou consumption growth 


rates have been lower. “4 
oe Bae? a 2) a8 


Issue.#3: Missouri's Growing. Demand 
for Energy Resources 


Increase in Consumption of Fossil Fuels in Missouri, 1990-1999 
Source: MO DNR EC Data 
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Othernon-transp. 
coc fossil fueluse 
_—Natural gas use in 


buildings/industry ——~— 


Billlon BTUs 


= ion = 


Losses - electricity 
used in Missouri 


Electricity expo rms 


~ Electricity used in 
Missouri 


1333 1334 T3o5 1336 1936 





eB of the Capacity, mad Lond Forecasts of the Missouri, 
_ Investor-Owned. i peetere Utilities s (Megawatts Aug. 106) . 


a AY | i a AY | i “2006. 
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Generation 17,451 
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Le eae ae 


* ! a ali ! ee lin. 
NetPurchases 737 
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Capacity‘Avallable e ws 48,188 18, 


Forecasted F Peaks with DSM 0 * -44,967 


Required Reserves Ati ’ _ 2,154 


ek WS i. ae 


: Capacity Required Sl e 17,121 ‘ Ae 


— (Shortage Capacity, ree 1,067 


r i 5 ag r i 5 ag r 


Te : ie _ ie - 
I it it 


2,247. 2,279 


- 2009: 9010. 


en ian 
= = a oo 


= 


17,646 ~~ 18,396» 


eles 


450 178 


F 


en ian . 
= =< a a bk 


18,096 > 18,574 


45,623 ~~ 15,846 ° 
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Source: MO PSC Staff Data 


Where 1s all the electricity going? 
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Electricity"Use in the Typical U.S, Home 


Space Heating &4'! 
0. 17 KW f Home at , Space Heating e'! “9 
: 0.12 KW / Hour o 


Aw Conditioning 
' | 0.14 KW / Hour Ui 


@5, ~All Appliances 
0.63 KW / Hour 


All Appliances " = Av Conditioning 
0.87 KW / Hour. O19KW/ Hour Ua 


/ Water Heating ace 
0.13. KW / Hou Water Heating acay’ 
O1LKW/ How = 


Average Total Use: 1.30 KW / Hour / Household 


tf 


Space Heating $4! 
0.11 KW / Hour sya 


f x. Aw Conditioning - 
R A 0.19 KW / Hour et 


All Appliances | 

1.06 KW / Hour © 
Water Heating oe 
0.09 KW / Hou — 


Average Total Use: 1.45 KW / Hour / Household 





What does all this- 





nean?-» 


A “While we Che additional capacity, most Oly 
the recent capacity additions are. peaking, sO a 


units fueled: by natural | gas. 
wi ae Wind power Pyne re apagny 


*, Estimates of EXCESS. capacity 1 in nthe short 


term should yateye be construed re mean that 


additional baseload generation. is not * 
<4 Tequired. . 


“— 





-* What does all’ this«mean?- 7 

c 5 a we can assume Missouri’s 
meloperrive (1OUs, Municipals, Cooperatives) - P 
for generation capacity 1 is RONME about 200 
_MW per year. ey 
© If this trend continues, the state will need to. 


adda new mix of power pms every few . 
iis 


cc “A new 860 ) MW. biseload coal plait can cost” i 
—. more than 4 billion and take } to8 ysals to. 
construct. > 





‘ New Federal Emissions Sfandanys: < 





a ° lean Ge Interstate Rule (CAIR)jiosted ee EPA on © 
March 10, 2005, Le ; , ; 


3 wail require’ diced SO, ‘and NOx « emissions across * 
28: states, and the District of Columbia 


. ere Ad MereuryR Rule CAMR) wil require 
-feduced Mercury emissions across the same: regions | 


= ] i a = ] i a = ] i a = ] i a = | 
. 7 . . oT . 7 . . a . 7 . 2 a « - . . a = 


_ © Programs implementa cap-and-trade system => 


= mn = mn = ae ie ae ie 


N ew y Emission Staridards Impacts 


-e@ These emission standards will: result i in. 


_ Significant reductions ; in emissions of $0, NOx ; 
and Mercury, ” Oy ae 


- In Missouri, the cost of emissions s equipment re) 
comply with CAIR/CAMR i is estimated to ; 


, exeend $2 BY Wott, ds Me aa Pew “eas 


MY, rather than ‘upgrading. them. 


: This estimate doés not eB enitte a any. costs” 
associated with choices to retire older units 


i é 
— 1 = 
: 
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2 Federal legislation on: carbon could double this 
: on estimate. i 
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: Faets ay baw lea Plants: 


) e ‘There are 23 coal plant sites in n Missouri. 


- Some sites have more > than one plant) 


fe T he average age for an investor-owned coal he 
bat in Missouri is 36.5 rene old. 


rae. eci T estimony: of a 2 ECailey, MEDA, on ae 30, 2006) 


8 ‘Assuming upgrades, fire average Ae of § a , 
%, soal meee '-y is. 40 - “RO ee. 
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> Building Ne ew: Power. Plants: 
‘The Options . are Limited” 


° ‘There are very limited additional hydieleciic! 
power sites available and penniiyig would be — 
: nearly impossible. 


e Wind power can be cettehy cheap once the 

A upfront costs are depreciated out and tax 

- credits Gi any) are considered; however, 
energy capacity from Welente sources fs not 

‘ always reliable and tranSmission from good 
: wind sites \ can bea 1 problem. fe 


+ Building Ne ew: Power. Plants: 
The Options are Limited" 


° ‘Natural gas fired plants are Lidgiciy cheap to. 
* build and’ have fewer environmental. of 
\_problems, but a volatile Met market makes 
‘them expensive » to. operate: 5 a 
“— ‘Construction costs average eat an S450/KW. 
“$ Bs Expect natural gas to stay in the $6- $10 per 
e; ~ MMBtu range, but Sacre unicertainties could 
‘significantly alter this. estimate. Sy. uae SPP 


2 “Almost all of thie generation buift; in the U. S for” 
oes the last; 10 years uses natural gas for fuek Boa i 


+ Building Ne ew: Power. Plants: 
The Options. are Limited” 


x ‘Tp you're going to operate a power a more — 
than 1,000 hours per year and depreciate 
- construction costs over 30 years, coal-fired. 

~ ¥electricity may be ¢heaper than gas- -fired 
a ee electricity ' or purchased. electricity. toed 
- Construction costs estimated to be $1, 300 to” 


_. $1,800/kW (depending on sizeof unit and 
an assuming few problems with’ site or permits). 


Pe cine Coal costs increasing to’ ~ $2040n peered (PRB), 
over Sis 


AQ ‘ ow 


+ Building Ne ew: Power. Plants: 
The Options are Limited” 


2 Nuclear power: There are many challbges 


— ‘Large upfront construction cost is estimated at 


- $1,500-$3,000/k W (neluding a number of 
uncertainties and assuming few problems with 
‘site location. or environmental permits). 


ia A | 200 MW plant’ would cost billions, 


“ltl - Enormous liabilities associated with nuclear 
power and unresolved waste disposal i issues, 


hy a Changing government safety standards may 7 
“make complianee difficult: 


thie -Can fake, 10 years; to construct, 


A] ‘ ow 
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x “Most utiiies are disiaene additional: 
--geéneration/transmission as wellas = =~ 
- developing a more diversified generation 4 
- ¥portfolio: that is not so heavily dependent c on } 
NS Tuels., en Se Se Se 


face 
i 
* 


| tuk Gncaate generation may be more *° 
_' expensive, less reliable or both... . 5 
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Recent & Proposed 
Eiajalsircterevetesverentarayars 
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' Increasing, Supply. to Meet E Demand: 
We recefitly approved KCP&L’ s non-unanimous Tee pe and 
agreement seeking to build an 830 MW coal-fired power, 
plane in Platte County. & 100 MW of wind generation. 


New Unit Will 
Likely Go Here 





lalan Power Plant 


A 5 i 
a 
‘ j 
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Increasing Supply. to: NY (eters Demand: “ 


AECI has anfounced ENS to build a 600+ MW coal. | 
plant in Carroll pay: ae ee i 


New Plant Similar 
to Thomas Hill Plant 





__ eS | Sa | | | 
| a 2 . | 
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Voters in Springfield, Missouri, recently approvéd 
a ballot initiative to build a new coal plant. 


New Unit Would 


- Likely Go Here 
- 











_ ees New.Generation:.... 
aN Key, Issue: Facing Missouri~ 


° “Vissi has not added ay ey new heseee generation in, 
more than twenty yearsy ¥ 


° . Optimal resource additions 3 in 4 the néxt 5 to 10 years: é will 
include baseload generation. 


* \-Upgrading existing: facilities to Se aiaply wath 1 new. 
environmental mandates and cost.of compliance will 
“put pressure on utilities: and ratepayers. é 


-New Se are Fy, expensive. 


Fo Nanigal gas, sed VE Hick not the roles ease 
Bcitorleton plants, will likely contintie to be fetatiycly: 
SRD ES SLNE ape Pag ect to Dey volatile pie Swings. 
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Missouri’ S ‘Action Plan’ | = Fie 
a Few Fundamental Assutiptions 


' Godd News! ‘Missouri has some of the lowest ) 
Bolsccute ratés in the country and. a solid * 
foundation for growth. 


¢ There are no quick, easy or magic solutions. 


ae T his i 1is-a anes: We need to use common f 
“sense and think long- term.» : i 
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West North Central 


East Sou Central 7.39¢ 9.77¢ 8.49¢ 
South Atlantic 6.76¢ 11.79¢ 9.96¢ 


Middle Atlantic 10.88¢ 16.22¢ 13.07¢ 












Missouri Residential Rate 8.24¢ 

ja U.S. Average Residential Rate 10.60¢ 

# of states with lower Residential rate 11 

# of states with higher Residential rate 338 | 
; | | = 
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East South Central 6.36¢ 9.58¢ 7.95¢€ 
South Atlantic 5.62¢ 11.82¢ 8.41¢ 


Middle Atlantic 8.99¢ 12.83¢ 11.22¢ 




















Missouri Commercial Rate 6.61¢ 
ae U.S. Average Commercial Rate 9.20¢ 
# of states with lower Commercial rate 10 
# of states with higher Commercial rate 39 
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. 


Census:Region Low... High Avg. 
Pacific Contiguous 3.62¢ 8.99¢ 6.83¢ 












East South Central 3./3¢ 0.91 ¢ 4.72¢ 


South Atlantic 365¢ 7.66¢e 5.15¢e 






Missouri Industrial Rate 4./7¢ 
ia U.S. Average Industrial Rate 0.83¢ 
# of states with lower Industrial rate 16 
# Of states with higher Industrial rate 33 
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_ the Missouri Action Plan (MAP). . 
Promoting Energy Independence ~ 


<> FF he Missouri Energy Task Force has © 
_ developed an’action plan of more than. 50” 
recommendations Ke) promote Missouri Ss 
yenergy ir 1dependence. 2 


e Those recommendations are contained. in a 
separate document, the Missouri Action’ Plant: 


8) T he following pages Abighlighie some ¢ of the ta. 


pat recommendations. . 


5345 





| be ~ he Missouri Action Plan. (MABP)>.: 
’ Three Categories of Recommendations ” 


° The Missouri cuir: Plan QIN recommendations 7 
ts foeused on the following three principles: a 


a Maintain and enhance our existing energy . 


i oat 2 


‘infrastructure. 3 a Se Be ‘. 


- 2) Enact policies Ke promote Missouri’ S Bhoray : Jae 


-v independence: ” Be a ete ae 





“7 eeal,® ft 


-€ onservation; | ie i Siw eS, .. 
aah -Diversification; and PA FR Ee PN NS | 
-Education. | 2 | 


; (3): Provide additional assistance to those in need. ace 


Maintaining & Enhancing Our Infrastructure: 
| ‘Fundamental: cay heat eye ee 





i . New emissions stanidatds will result in. 
increased Cost for cOal- fired power plarits, 


ag At least in, the near- -term, we will continue to 
4 see growing demand for electricity: if we do 2. 
not take stéps me redtice demafd, og 


aa Seaititens expenditures will. be required to 

maintain and enhance our transmission and. 
‘distribution electricity delivery system if we 
: wish to maintain a high level of reliability. 


Maintaining 6 Enhancing Our Infrastructure: ) 
‘Fundamental: é ssumptions: on 





. At acts in the near-term, fostil fuels, 
~ “especially coal, will-continue tobe a pray ‘ 
_ source of energy in Missouri. 


° If Stantitectile carbon-tax emission rules, or , 
more stringent NCO): @ 10).4 and mercury fules 
~ are enacted, Missouri’ s ‘utilities may find: that: 
~ nuclear energy 1s their next best Source: or 
baseload electric energy. 


—_ i F i 
. me | = i 


© Allof these ¢ options % are growing m more e j 


: expensive. oa 


: Maintaining & Enhan Ing: Our. Infrastructure: 
| Overview of Key Recommendations - 


7 if a a 


ren existing plants in service SO long % as it 1s 
_ cost-effective Eval environmentally sound... 


. ‘Maintain capacity reserve margins. 


Work, with stakeholders Ke} develop lone. term 
_transmission Futurity | ; j 


= 


‘Expand ang. enhance: our transmission network, 


i ' : i ' : i ' : i ' : i ' 
1 a a | 1 a a | 1 a a | 1 a a | 


Three Types of Recommendations to, 
Promote Missouri : Energy Independence 


oi. Po 


2. * Conservation: Encburaging Conservation & 


hs b Biretsi fication: Promoting romewable . 
“energy and the use of diverse sue} sources 
. for new generation, by a Ee PE 


-e > Education: Creating public a awareness far 
yenergy issues, conservation measures and 
“public assistance programs” SS OR grea 


Seu 


~ Consewvation 


7 ‘The Eatork Task Bote Report 3 the Western 


Governor’ s Association States: BOD 5 OR tS 


“Energy efficiency is our.cleanest, cheapest, least 


risky, and least"controversial energy fesource.” ~~” 


© However, conservation alone is not going to’ 
Bretltiac energy ape enough 0) address, a 
the challenge we face. 
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_Gonseryation Recommendations» 
The State Needs to Lead by Example™ 
Construct buildings to highly efficient standards | 
(2006 IEEC Code, Energy Star’ or higher) ~ 


Develop minimum efficiency. standards. for all is 
buildings constructed, renovated or operated | 


with. State monies. 


Establish. a. goal of energy savings 5 3% energy 
savings per square 1c foot, per year lor 10. years. 


Manage building space ite ensure’ savings are 
agtpinicd within state. oR oR 
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* Gonseryation Recommendations:? 


- Adoption of a Mode! Energy Code 
2 ‘Recommended by. 1993 study and at least 
one previous Energy Task Forty! =e 


-¢ It should be voluntary or “Ope in’ “for pe 
- municipalities and counties.” z: 


‘se Communities should be able. to soll the 
. code tO meet théir standards. 


oa pits Codé Rito énly apply fo. new 


—. construction or significant renovations, ». > ~ 


conservation Recommendations:..... 
“Baal Treatment i in Resource Planning : 





j he Missouri Publié Service Commission 
eh should consider revising its Integrated 3» 
os Resouree Planning (IRP) Rules for adding, 
i retrofitting and retiging electric ee 
i resources. 


Cal} 
= L i f= L — = i — 
« . | 
: 


= -The Commission shotld sancti requiring 


all cost- effective energy efficiency, verifiable oy 
demand response, and conservation programs | a 


a be integrated into utility resource plans on an. 
: equal basis. with supply-side resource options, . 


Promoting ‘Fuel Diversity 
& The Rural Economy 
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“Transportation Fuel Recomi 


lendations - 





Require the use of at least: 10% Ethanol-blended gasoline i ins, oe 
Missouri by 2008. Accomplished ry House Bills 127 i + < : 


tile 1027 (2006 Legislative Session). 


ae pai (Caer) standards: 


a Statutorily terminate franchisé s Siectiewil that orohibit Or 
discriminate against the ae of nt, GenSpOn Mee fuels _ 
by a franchisee. : : : R 


Consider lowering: taxes on nities fuels, with fewer BTU 


_ output than gasoline to achieve tax parity for fuels like E-85. 


_ Ensure’tax credits and other state assistance to finance oe 
E Porslopmeny of alternative tuel proj jects will ae) be withheld | 
or diverted. : : 


~ Wotk with Missouri auto makers, éthier ‘states, groups ind the : 


federal government to"increase the Corporate od tate Fuel » 
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_ Transportation Fuel Recommendations: 


Revise the Missouri Ethanol & Other Renewable Fuel Sources 9 
.. Commaission (Section 414.240 RSMo PAU URE co} includes new. | 
-™members and ‘perform the following duties: 


“make recommendations to the Governor ital the ees 
Assembly on,changes to’state law that-will facilitate the sale 
and distribution of alternative: fuels and alternative fuel Dens 

vehicles; a es = + 


- -promote the development’ cae ts distribution of alternative | 
fuels and alternative fuel vehicles: 
ae Beelerlte consumers about: alternative fuels; ime 


-craft a long-term plan to reduce the state’s consumption Ol yaks 
petroleum fuels:usmg a broad.range of approaches, including, . 
- but not limited to‘a higher percentage of vehicles on the road 
using hybrid and plug-in hybrid technology; 


~ Ssubmit an annual report to the Governor eh 655 ae 


_ Diversify ing. our Fuel Portfolio; ° 
Finding Alternative Fuels for Electricity | 


° Adopt a 10% Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), 
goal by 2020". Ize ne ne 


--Currently, stig more than 30 of the state” S energy | 
comes from: renewable sources (hydroelectric and ; 
f wind) » alee Me kt 7 Be: oe) yee e Si: oe) ang : Si” oe) go 


Ps 10% of the state’ S capaci apeitors energy needs for 
2020 Sirenitee come from, renewable: energy | 
% technologies and verifiable conservation afforts: 


= 
- 


-The task force recommends a soal ‘and not a mandate ' 


‘to ensure new generation FYalettaterets are economical.” | 
eee (oe (eS ee ce 66 | 
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Beenie Education ae 
‘Recommendations: : 


 epiilar public Tomiaree aWnoancement: (PSAs) to Heise 


the public on energy. issues, focusing on conservation, 
Where customers Can go for assistance’ and how customers 
~ wishing to make contributions for’assistance nfay do.so. 


_One easy-to-use toll-free.number and. web portal where 
“customers can go for utility assistance. 


“Customized educational programs developed for iffacent , 
types of housing and different types of customers (senior 
citizens, ethnic communities, small businesses, etc. ) and 
other hard- to-reach communities. | 


mA conservation plan that, if properly executed, Sable 
average residential customers to save at ae 10% on Len: 
monthly utility bills. Tite : | 


Regular distribution of energy saving strategic’ ibroueh 


DS gle bills. a" wt rat 6a 


Improving Public Assistance: 
Protecting the-Most’ Vulnerable 
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~ LTHEAP/Utilicare Recommendations: . 


= Work with Missouri’ S Congressional delegation to obtain at” 

_ Teast $3.16 billion, and preferably $3.6 billion, in annual 

a funding for the Low Income Home Energy, Assistance’, 
Program (LIHEAP). | . 


~~ Fully fond Missouri's Utilicare Sihilizaton Jaibbave! 
(approximately $7.2 million was appropriated in J afiuary 
e400) rome) xen vatelen EveCestareystsl| assistance to Missourians at or 
“below 125% of the federal. poverty level ahd devote at least s 
$3.6 million of that amount to weatherization. 

Ensure stable funding for both of these.programs so. hee 


‘Community Pattern Agencies know how much money they 
_ have to assist low-income families throughout the winters 


In the event that the state is unable to provide funds, find a 
permanent funding source for the Utilicare program. 


1034 2 


We atherization: | 


eae iss to soprotiats more LIHEAP money iar 
_weatherization over a 3- -year § period and allow Community » 
Action Agencies: to have some discretionary authority to Sik 
‘a percentage of their annual LIHEAP/Utilicare allotment to 
weatherize their least enefgy efficient low-income housing. 


The DNR: Energy Center shall study nite effects of the 
-weatherization efforts and publish a report; which shall® 

tare erele measuring the'utility bills for the property overornte 
_after the property 1s weatherized, the amount of financial 
assistance received by the occupants before and after 
weatherization, and any other information Tequested eS DNR 
“or the Division of Family Seryices. ra 


Tia 2 





Thnovative Rate Designs. 


2 FeGesider developing rate programs that allow 
Eh residential customers to voluntarily’ lock ina 
specifi rate, fists that. reward customers wiih a 
jpremium for their cofiservation efforts and fixed 
bill programs designed promote conservation and 
~ hffordability-/ | p | p 


“NOTE: Hedging doe not guarante¢ ¢ customers s the ) 
Towest 2 ae merely ple pari, 


aa” 


= 
i A 
ve ia 
i 


He pra cea ley meaipe Sueratp a : 


=F O the extent not aete all itities should 


“be encouraged to-work together to” 
7 RNeaiterieelyde low-income customer 


-¥-assistanice programs, which will make 


| _ mass’ education efforts easier, » 9 
Lower the pereentage of money ies 


~~». for a customer to; reconnect their utility 


Services in winter months. 


? Accomplished by MO PSC adop ting 


-. » amendments to 4 CSR 240-13.055.. 


Otter Affordability Recorhiendations: 


| a ~The ps¢ Bistid ayemmenia the cost: Feasibility 
».. . and the uses of advanced metering to allow ». 
customers to monitor their usage: and . 
. consumption patterns. ; 


©” © Monitor'the electri¢ and gas vibblesale: nibtkets 
pemaee (0) 0) u (Kem et-vogolelruslepemmn vee qauaiiomate BP es * 
~ Division of the Missouri’ Attorney (Groner ie Ss. 
Office to strengthen Missouri Consumer 


~-»< protection laws, and aggressively pursue. utilities he 


~ who violate’ the law in proceedings in Missouri, 
. at the Federal Energy Régulatory’ Commissior 
and with the Commodities Futures Leading 2 
oe Orsini | 
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